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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Over the past several years, Oklahoma education has seen a great deal of change. The
expectations of the new Oklahoma Academic Standards and the revision of assessments
to meet those standards has required changes in curriculum and teaching strategies.
There have been many teachers who have left Oklahoma education, either through
retirement or for other purposes, taking their experience with them. Oklahoma has also
seen an unprecedented number of teachers enter the field who have not gone through
a traditional teacher education program and are learning how to teach reading while
working with students in the classroom. As a result of these changes, schools across the
state are expending effort and resources to meet existing requirements and stay up-to-
date with best practices and resources as they work with the youngest students on
mastering beginning reading skills.

There is good news. Despite the changes Oklahoma has seen, schools across the state
are moving in the right direction. Reading is a priority, as evidenced by daily schedules
containing a significant block of time for reading instruction. Systems for identifying and
working with students with reading difficulties are in place, and schools across the state
recognize the need for early identification of reading difficulties and appropriate
intervention for those difficulties as evidenced by beginning- and end-of-year data
collected from districts. In addition, schools are recognizing the importance of using
multiple data sources to form a more comprehensive picture of students’ literacy
strengths and needs to make the most informed instructional decisions possible. This
became increasingly evident this past school year as many schools referred to other
data, including screening and diagnostic assessments, district- and teacher-created
assessments, and classroom performance, in addition to state test scores being
available to make decisions about student promotions.

As we move forward, there are opportunities for change and growth. This report
provides information about achievement gaps that continue to exist for students
receiving free- and reduced-lunch services, as well as those students with disabilities
who are on an individualized education program (IEP) or those who are English
learners (EL). There are also continuing achievement gaps for students who are
identified as African-American or Hispanic when compared to their peers. Because of
these ongoing achievement gaps, additional education is required to address the
specific needs of each subgroup and meet the needs of every student in Oklahoma. The
State Department of Education is currently working to gather additional data related to
reading sufficiency. This will include data about how students are progressing through
their educational careers when they do not meet reading proficiency at the end of third



grade and are either retained or promoted to fourth grade through good-cause
exemptions or probationary promotion.

Schools can further refine procedures to be more effective at early identification of
reading difficulties and meeting the needs of students. Areas for refinement include
interpreting data and choosing appropriate interventions for reading difficulties, as
well as applying effective instructional strategies in general instruction. It would also be
beneficial to continue working to understand how different data sources can be used to
create a comprehensive picture of a student’s readiness and how to use that data to
make effective instructional decisions.

Stability in Oklahoma standards and assessments, will provide a greater opportunity for
increased academic growth. With standards and assessments in place, schools can focus
on ensuring teachers have solid understanding of revised expectations and how to help

students reach those goals.

BACKGROUND

The Reading Sufficiency Act (RSA) was originally passed in 1997 to improve Oklahoma
children’s reading skills before the end of third grade. The law required that all
kindergarten through third-grade students be assessed! at the beginning and end of
each school year for the acquisition of reading skills. In 2012,2 the law was amended to
require that beginning in the 2013-2014 school year, third-grade students show
proficiency on grade-level reading skills or meet one of the good-cause exemptions? to
be promoted to fourth grade. In 2014, HB 2625 was passed. This allowed a
“probationary promotion” for third-graders through the recommendation of a Student
Reading Proficiency Team (SRPT), a partnership of the student’s parents and educators.
The most recent legislation passed in 2017 made the SRPT a permanent option.*

The ultimate goal of reading is for students to make meaning of text. Foundational skills,
such as oral language, phonemic awareness and phonics, are taught primarily in
kindergarten through second grade, then reinforced in third grade. While students must
have a solid foundation in these skills, reading does not stop there. Students must also
become fluent with text. Fluency means that students are able to apply those
foundational skills with enough automaticity that their brains have the energy to do the
harder work of making meaning of text. Students must also learn and apply vocabulary

1 See K-3 Screening and Assessments (70 0.5.§1210.508C (B-C))
2 See Retention - No Social Promotion (70 0.5.§1210.508C (H))
3 See Good Cause Exemptions (70 0.S. § 1210.508C (J-K))

4 See Probationary Promotion (70 O.S. § 1210.508C (H)(4))



and comprehension skills at the same time. Reading is an extremely complex act that
requires students to work on multiple skills in tandem. If any of those skills are not
developed, the student cannot become a successful reader. The purpose of the RSA is to
identify areas of difficulty early and intervene before a student falls too far behind his or
her peers. As such, the Reading Sufficiency Act (RSA) follows the Multi-Tiered System of
Supports (MTSS) model.

Third grade is the transition year in which students apply the foundational skills they
have been learning in the early grades to begin to focus on more critical analysis and
understanding of text. Current legislation mandates that the major determinant in
assessing a third-grader’s reading proficiency is the student’s score on the reading
portion of the Oklahoma School Testing Program (OSTP). A student must either meet
RSA criteria on the reading and vocabulary portions of the assessment, show reading
proficiency through one of the approved screening assessments, qualify for any of the
good-cause exemptions, be promoted with probation by the Student Reading
Proficiency Team (SRPT) or be retained.

It is important to acknowledge that more than 200,000 individual kindergarten through
third-grade students were affected by the Reading Sufficiency Act in 2017 alone. It is
through the dissemination of reports such as this one that Oklahomans are able to take
an informed glance at our progress in continually improving literacy in our schools, our
communities and our state.

PURPOSE

Section 1210.508C of Title 70 of the Oklahoma Statutes requires that the State
Department of Education (SDE) conduct a study on reading instruction and the retention
of students in the third grade based on reading assessments administered.

The purpose of the study is to better understand why some students in the state have
not been successful in acquiring the appropriate grade-level reading skills, identify the
best practices available to help students become successful readers and implement
those best practices in schools statewide.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This research addresses the following questions:
1. How many students (number and percent) in kindergarten through third grade

have been determined as at-risk for reading difficulties as compared to the total
number of students enrolled in each grade?



10.
11.

12.

How many students (number and percent) continue to be at risk for reading
difficulties by the end of the year, as determined by the year-end measurement
of reading progress?

How many students (number and percent) in kindergarten through third grade
have successfully completed their RSA-funded program of instruction and are
reading on grade level as determined by the results of approved reading
assessments?

How many students (number and percent) scored at each performance level on
the reading portion of the statewide third-grade criterion-referenced test?

How many students participated in the Oklahoma State Testing Program (OSTP)
and, of that number, how many met proficiency on a screening instrument, how
many were promoted through each of the good-cause exemptions, how many
were retained and how many were promoted through probationary promotion?
How does reading proficiency vary by socio-economic status, learning disability
status, EL status and race?

What funding was appropriated to each district for reading remediation?

What screening instruments and reading support assessments are being used to
identify reading deficiencies and monitor reading progress?

What types of reading instructional practices, instructional methods and
remediation efforts are currently being used by districts?

What types of reading resources do students have access to outside of school?
Of the identified instructional practices, instructional methods and remediation
efforts, which ones have been identified as best practices in the research
literature for students not reading on grade level?

What relationships exist between district reading performance and the identified
interventions? Are there certain interventions that are associated with higher
performance?

METHODOLOGY

To answer questions 1-3, data from the beginning of year (BOY) and end of year (EQY)
district reports were used. These reports provide information on the number of
students at risk for reading deficiencies and the number of students completing reading
intervention plans.

To answer question 5, data from the Third-Grade Promotion Retention report was used.
This report contains data on the number of students who did not meet criteria and
which promotion or retention decision was made for each. For students promoted



through a good-cause exemption, it also contains data on which exemption they were
promoted under.

To answer research questions 4 and 6, descriptive statistics on reading proficiency and
retention by socio-economic status, learning disability status, EL status and race were
calculated using test scores and demographic data. The purpose of this is to better
understand the demographic composition of students who are not reading at grade-
level and retained. Knowing this will help policy-makers better select best practices that
work well for the student populations most in need.

To answer research question 7, RSA funding by district was reported.

To answer research questions 8, 9 and 10, school and district leaders were surveyed on
instructional practices, instructional methods, remediation efforts and reading resource
access. The survey data were aggregated to the district level to identify instructional
practices, instructional methods, remediation efforts and reading resource access
available at each district.

To answer research question 11, an Oklahoma reading expert reviewed and summarized
peer-reviewed evidence on the instructional practices, instructional methods,
remediation efforts and reading resource teachers in Oklahoma reported using.

To answer research question 12, district-level performance data were compared to the
instructional practices identified through the survey. Correlations between certain
instructional practices, methods, remediation efforts and reading resources were
examined. Instructional practices, methods, remediation efforts and reading resources
associated with high reading performance or growth were identified. Additionally,
educators were also asked to provide their assessments of the efficacy of the identified
interventions. These results were compared to the results of the quantitative analysis.

DATA SOURCES

This study used data from the following sources:

e End of Year and Beginning of Year Reading Reports

e Third-Grade Promotion and Retention Report

e RSA district funding data

e State-developed survey on instructional practices, instructional methods,
remediation efforts and reading resource access

e Student information and testing data



e Literature on instructional practices, instructional methods, remediation efforts
and reading resources.

Any student data contained in the report was reported only in the aggregate so that
individual students could not be identified.

SURVEY RESULTS

The survey was sent via email. The sample included all superintendents, elementary
school principals and teachers. In total, 4,867 educators and administrators completed
the survey. The respondents represented over 80% of the counties in Oklahoma as well
as a variety of roles and positions, including 1,239 (60%) teachers, 91 (4%)
superintendents, 351 (17%) principals, 187 (9%) reading specialists and 197 (10%)
district personnel. This response rate was high enough to make meaningful conclusions
from the data.

RESULTS

DISTRICT DATA RESULTS

Districts use one of fifteen approved screeners® to assess all kindergarten through third-
grade students to determine potential reading difficulties at the beginning of the year
and again at the end of the year to determine growth. As districts identify students who
need additional support, those students are placed on an Academic Progress Plan (APP)®
outlining the additional reading intervention that will be provided for that student.
Districts report the number of students who need intervention to the Oklahoma State
Department of Education. Numbers are reported in aggregate and identify the number
of kindergarten through third-grade students who were assessed, the number of
students placed on an APP at the beginning of the year, the number of students still on
an APP at the end of the year and the number of students who successfully completed
their APPs.

STUDENTS AT RISK FOR READING DIFFICULTIES AT THE BEGINNING OF THE YEAR

This section address the question, How many students (number and percent) in
kindergarten through third grade have been determined as at-risk for reading difficulties
as compared to the total number of students enrolled in each grade?

5 See K-3 Screening and Assessments (70 0.5.§1210.508C (B-C))
6 See Program of Reading Instruction (70 0.5.§1210.508C (D-E))
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The following data shows what students are able to do in the area of reading proficiency
within the first few weeks of the school year. It does not indicate the progress made in
that grade level throughout the year.
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TABLE 1. STUDENTS AT RISK BEGINNING OF YEAR

Grade At-Risk BOY Total Enrolled Percent At-Risk BOY
KG 19,831 53,277 37.2%
<« |1 21,593 54,323 39.7%
S |2 21,191 49,896 42.5%
N3 20,162 48,358 41.7%
All Grades 82,777 205,854 40.2%
KG 18,316 53,360 34.3%
m |1 21,739 54,241 40.1%
S |2 21,129 52,045 40.6%
N3 21,574 51,339 42.0%
All Grades 82,758 210,985 39.2%
KG 18,146 49,951 36.3%
o |1 20,684 52,155 39.7%
S |2 19,977 49,874 40.1%
N3 20,269 50,597 40.1%
All Grades 79,076 202,577 39.0%
KG 18,128 51,347 35.3%
~ |1 20,293 53,072 38.2%
S |2 20,578 52,155 39.5%
N3 20,427 53,047 38.5%
All Grades 79,426 209,621 37.9%
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FIGURE 1. AT RISK BEGINNING OF YEAR COMPARED TO TOTAL
ENROLLMENT
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When looking at the beginning-of-year data over the last four years, the average
percentage of kindergarten through third-grade students who have been identified as
having reading difficulties has seen a steady overall decline of 2.3 percentage points,
from 40.2% in 2014 to 37.9% in 2017. Breaking the data down by grade level, it is
noticeable that there is a more significant decline in second and third grade than in the
kindergarten and first grade. Kindergarten tends to identify fewer students as having
reading difficulties, while second grade tends to identify more students in comparison to
the other grades.

Following cohort groups of the same group of students across multiple years provides
perspective. In 2014, 37.2% of kindergarteners were at-risk at the beginning of the year.
In 2015, when those same students as first graders, 40.1% were at-risk at the beginning
of the year. As second graders in 2016, 40.1% of students were identified as at-risk at
the beginning of the year. In 2017, the number of third graders identified as at-risk at
the beginning of the year dropped to 38.5%. A similar trend can be noted for other
cohorts.
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STUDENTS AT RISK FOR READING DIFFICULTIES AT THE END OF THE YEAR

This section address the question, How many students (number and percent) continue to
be at-risk for reading difficulties by the end of the year, as determined by the year-end
measurement of reading progress?

To determine the number and percentage of students considered at-risk for reading
difficulties at the end of the year, a calculation was made using the number of students
enrolled in a remediation program at the end of the year as compared to the number of
students enrolled in the remediation program at the beginning of the year. These data
were directly reported to the OSDE by districts.

End of year data reflects the effectiveness of instruction for students over the course of
that school year. It does not reflect the influence (if any) of a summer break.

TABLE 2. STUDENTS AT RISK END OF YEAR

Percent At-Risk

Grade At-Risk EOY Total Enrolled EOY

KG 12,300 53,277 23.10%
< 1 15,920 54,323 29.30%
S| 2 15,477 49,896 31.00%
N3 14,599 48,358 30.20%
All Students 58,296 205,854 28.30%
KG 11,099 53,360 20.80%
nl 1 14,807 54,241 27.30%
S| 2 15,407 52,045 29.60%
N3 14,891 51,339 29.00%
All Students 56,204 210,985 26.60%
KG 11,249 49,951 22.50%
ol 1 13,814 52,155 26.50%
S| 2 13,592 49,874 27.30%
N3 12,894 50,597 25.50%
All Students 51,549 202,577 25.40%
KG 10,985 51,347 21.40%

~| 1 13,571 53,072 25.60%
S| 2 13,263 52,155 25.40%
N3 12,497 53,047 23.60%
All Students 50,316 209,621 24.00%
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FIGURE 2. STUDENTS AT RISK END OF YEAR
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Overall, there is a trend of fewer students ending the year on a reading plan, with a
greater decrease with older students. Kindergarten identified 23.1% students on a

reading plan at the end of the year in 2014, while 21.4% were on a reading plan at the

end of the year in 2017, with a decrease of 1.7% students ending the year on a reading
plan. In third grade, 30.2% of the students were on a reading plan at the end of the year

in 2014, while 23.6% were on a plan at the end of the year in 2017, with a decrease of
6.6% students ending the year on a reading plan. First grade had a decrease of 3.7%

students from ending the year on a plan from 2014 to 2017, and second grade had a
decrease of 4.4% students ending the year on a plan from 2014 to 2017.

Following cohort groups from year-to-year, a trend emerges. In 2014, 23.1% of

kindergartners ended the year on a reading plan. In 2015, those same students as first

graders had 27.3% still on a reading plan at the end of the year. As second graders in
2016, 27.3% of students were on a reading plan at the end of the year. In 2017, 23.6% of
third graders were on a reading plan at the end of the year. This same trend can be seen
in other cohort groups. This also reflects the same data trend as the beginning of the

year, with an increase in students on a reading plan from kindergarten to first grade, a

15



similar percentage of students from first grade to second grade, and a decrease in the
percentage of students on a reading plan from second grade to third grade.

In all grades kindergarten through third grade, about 24% of students are ending the
school year still on a reading plan. This is down from 28.3% in 2014. While districts are
moving in the right direction, a percentage of about 20% of students on a reading plan
at the end of the year would be more in line with a goal that follows the Multi-Tiered
System of Supports (MTSS) model.

READING PLAN COMPLETION

This section address the question, How many students (number and percent) in
kindergarten through third grade have successfully completed their RSA-funded program
of instruction and are reading on grade level as determined by the results of approved
reading assessments?

To determine the number and percentage of students who have successfully completed
their reading remediation program, districts report the number of students who
completed the program. Another way of constructing an understanding of successful
remediation plan completion is by looking at the percentage of students who are
considered at risk at the beginning of the year compared to the percentage of students
considered at risk at the end of the year. These data were reported by the districts.

Table 3 and Figure 3 reflect the number of students who met the requirements of their
reading plan. However, it does not show the overall gains made by individual students.
Some students may have made growth equivalent to multiple years in comparison to
age peers, while others may have been just under the benchmark at the beginning of
the year and were just over the benchmark at the end of the year. The data also does
not show how many students left the school prior to completing their reading plans who
were making gains, nor does it show how many (if any) students completed a plan but
had to be placed on a new plan the following year with new grade-level expectations.

16



TABLE 3. READING PLAN COMPLETION

Grade Completed Plan Total Enrolled Percent Completed
KG 9,051 53,277 17.0%
<« |1 8,000 54,323 14.7%
S |2 6,603 49,896 13.2%
N3 6,980 48,358 14.4%
All Students 30,634 205,854 14.9%
KG 8,289 53,360 15.5%
n |1 8,003 54,241 14.8%
S|2 6,395 52,045 12.3%
N3 7,476 51,339 14.6%
All Students 30,163 210,985 14.3%
KG 8,707 49,951 17.4%
o1 8,779 52,155 16.8%
o2 7,443 49,874 14.9%
N3 8,442 50,597 16.7%
All Students 33,371 202,577 16.5%
KG 8,447 51,347 16.5%
1 8,578 53,072 16.2%
~ |2 7,255 52,155 13.9%
=3 8,264 53,047 15.6%
N | All Students 32,544 209,621 15.5%
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FIGURE 3. AT-RISK STUDENTS COMPLETING READING PLAN
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When looking at the overall percentage of students in kindergarten through third grade
in 2016, 16.5% of all students completed their program of reading remediation. When
juxtaposed against 2014 and 2015, both years were just over 14% of all students who
completed their reading program. In 2017, 15.5% of students completed their program
of reading remediation.

Each year, kindergarten consistently has the highest percentage of students who
successfully complete their program of reading remediation. Second grade consistently
has the lowest percentage of students who successfully complete their program of
remediation. Second grade is generally a transitional year as students have often
focused on skill-based instruction in the foundational skills in kindergarten and first
grade, and are now spending more instructional time with application of foundational
skills in text.
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Table 4 and Figure 4 reflect the difference between the number of students identified as

having reading difficulties at beginning of year and those still having reading difficulties

at the end of year. This data includes students who made sufficient growth to complete

the requirements of their reading plan as well as students who left the school either

with or without completing their reading plan. The data does not reflect how much

growth individual students made. Students who moved into the school and were placed

on a reading plan after beginning of year data was collected may also be reflected in the

end-of-year data.

TABLE 4. STUDENTS AT RISK BEGINNING VERSUS END OF YEAR

Percent At- Percent At-
Grade Risk BOY Risk EOY Difference Change

KG 37.2% 23.1% -14.1% Decreased from BOY

1 39.7% 29.3% -10.4% Decreased from BOY
T2 42.5% 31.0% -11.5% Decreased from BOY
S 3 41.7% 30.2% -11.5% Decreased from BOY

All 40.2% 28.3% -11.9% Decreased from

Students BOY

KG 34.3% 20.8% -13.5% Decreased from BOY

1 40.1% 27.3% -12.8% Decreased from BOY
g2 40.6% 29.6% -11.0% Decreased from BOY
Q|3 42.0% 29.0% -13.0%  Decreased from BOY

All 39.2% 26.6% -12.6% Decreased from

Students BOY

KG 36.3% 22.5% -13.8% Decreased from BOY

1 39.7% 26.5% -13.2% Decreased from BOY
S| 2 40.1% 27.3% -12.8% Decreased from BOY
S 3 40.1% 25.5% -14.6% Decreased from BOY

All 39.0% 25.4% -13.6% Decreased from

Students BOY

KG 35.3% 21.4% -13.9% Decreased from BOY

1 38.2% 25.6% -12.6% Decreased from BOY
&2 39.5% 24.4% -15.1% Decreased from BOY
Q 3 38.5% 23.6% -14.9% Decreased from BOY

All 37.8% 249% -13.8% Decreased from

Students BOY
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FIGURE 4. STUDENTS AT RISK BEGINNING VERSUS END OF YEAR
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This data consistently shows an increased difference between beginning-of-year data

and end-of-year data, growing to two percentage points difference since 2014.

CONCLUSIONS FROM DISTRICT DATA

Overall, this data reflects that districts across the state are making small strides. While

fewer students are identified as being at risk for reading difficulties at the beginning of

the year, there are even fewer students who are at risk at the end of the year. This

difference is increasingly larger in the upper grades. One reason for this could be that

students identified as at-risk in the earlier grades may have required reading

interventions across multiple years to catch up to their peers. It stands to reason that

the differences between beginning-of-year data and end-of-year data are smaller in the

earlier grades because essential groundwork was being laid for the student to make

sufficient gains later.
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PERFORMANCE ON STATE READING EXAMINATION

This section address the question, How many students (number and percent) scored at
each performance level on the reading portion of the statewide third-grade criterion-
referenced test?

The 2013-2014 school year was the first year that promotion and retention decisions
were tied to the state third-grade reading assessment. This portion of the Reading
Sufficiency legislation has evolved over the last four years, making comparisons from
year to year difficult. It is important to keep those changes in mind when looking at the
data from the state reading examination. Those changes are outlined in Table 5.

TABLE 5. CHANGES TO THE READING SUFFICIENCY ACT

Academic Year Changes

2013-2014 e Introduced Student Reading Proficiency Team (SRPT) to allow

HB 2625 for probationary promotion

e SRPT consists of 3" grade teacher, 4" grade teacher,
parent/guardian of student, principal, certified reading
specialist

e Allows students in 15t-3" grades to show proficiency through
one of the state-approved screening assessments

2013-2014 e Added prekindergarten retention as qualifiers for good-cause
HB 2497 exemptions 5 and 6
2015-2016 e SRPT consists of 3™ grade teacher, 4" grade teacher,
SB 630 parent/guardian of student, certified reading specialist

e Begin using only the reading portion of the third-grade

assessment

e Added good-cause exemption 7 for medical emergencies
2016-2017 e SRPT made permanent
HB 1760 e SRPT consists of 3™ grade teacher, 4" grade teacher,

parent/guardian of student
e New assessment over new Oklahoma Academic Standards

To determine the number and percentage of students scoring at each performance level
on the reading portion of the third-grade criterion referenced test, we analyzed OCCT
reading scores. Additionally, demographic data were analyzed to provide descriptive
statistics on reading proficiency and retention by free and reduced lunch (FRL),
individualized education program (IEP), English learner (EL) status and race.
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TABLE 6. 2014 OCCT THIRD-GRADE SCORES

Limited

Subgroup Unsatisfactory Knowledge Proficient Advanced Total
Not FRL 1,388 1,848 14,878 858 18,972

= (7%) (10%) (78%) (5%) (100%)
=~ | ERL 6,621 5,450 18,263 374 30,708
(22%) (18%) (59%) (1%) (100%)

Not on IEP 4,173 5,665 29,794 1,060 40,692

o (10%) (14%) (73%) (3%) (100%)
= | Ep 3,836 1,633 3,347 172 8,988
(24%) (18%) (37%) (2%) (100%)

Not EL 6,129 6,060 30,853 1,215 44,257

3 (14%) (14%) (70%) (3%) (100%)
- EL 1,880 1,238 2,288 17 5,423
(35%) (23%) (42%) (<1%) (100%)

African- 1,339 900 2,267 42 4,548
American (29%) (20%) (50%) (1%) (100%)
American 1,109 1,197 4,837 155 7,309
B Indian (15%) (16%) (66%) (2%) (100%)
2 ‘Szlc?gé 151 115 713 46 1,025
E Islander (15%) (11%) (70%) (4%) (100%)
o Caucasian 2,806 3,026 18,606 819 25,257
é“é (11%) (12%) (74%) (10%) (100%)
hejsatic 2,063 1,543 4,317 68 7,991
(26%) (19%) (54%) (1%) (100%)

Two or 541 517 2,401 91 3,550
More (15%) (15%) (68%) (3%) (100%)

= [ All 8,009 7,298 33,141 1,232 49,680
< | Students (16%) (15%) (67%) (2%) (100%)

Criterion for promotion under the Reading Sufficiency Act for the 2013-2014 school year
was for a student to score Limited Knowledge or above on the OCCT. In 2014, 16% of all
students scored at the unsatisfactory level. The students who scored in this range had to
do one of the following to be promoted to the fourth grade: (1) meet one of the good-
cause exemptions, (2) be promoted by a unanimous decision of Student Reading
Proficient Team or (3) be retained.

Free- and reduced-lunch (FRL) status is the most commonly used indicator of socio-
economic status. If a child qualifies for free- and reduced-price school meals, it
indicates the child’s family has a lower socioeconomic status. Higher percentages of
students qualifying for FRL occurred in the unsatisfactory scoring band than the non-FRL
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qualifying students. In 2014, there is a significant 15 percentage point difference
between FRL and non-FRL in the unsatisfactory band. While 78% of non-FRL students
scored proficient, only 59% of FRL students scored in the proficient category, which is a
difference of 19 percentage points.

Students on an Individualized Education Program (IEP) have been identified as having a
learning disability’. Students who are normally included as part of regular classroom
instruction and are on an IEP are eligible for testing accommodations®. Of students on
an IEP, 24% scored in the unsatisfactory category. Contrast this with 10% of students
not on an IEP who scored in the unsatisfactory category. Of students on an IEP, 37%
scored in the proficient category, while 73% of students not on an IEP scored at the level
of proficiency. Federal law mandates that all students participate in state testing.
Oklahoma offers two options for students with learning disabilities. Either the student
qualifies for the Oklahoma Alternate Assessment Program (OAAP) or the student does
not qualify and must take the regular assessment with or without accommodations®.

English learners (EL) are students acquiring English as a second language. Federal law
stipulates that all students, including English learners, with and without learning
disabilities, participate in state testing. EL students can qualify for testing
accommodations!® that ensure the student is being assessed on his or her content
knowledge rather than language proficiency. A much higher percentage of EL students
scored unsatisfactory than those who are not EL students: Contrast 35% of EL students
with 14% of non-EL students. The 21 percentage point difference is notable. 70% of non-
EL students scored at the proficient level, while 42% of the English learners scored at the
proficient level.

Oklahoma schools serve diverse student populations. It is pertinent to explore the
differences in student subgroup population test scores. The scores show that African-
American students have the highest percentage of students scoring at the unsatisfactory
level. African-American students have the lowest number of students scoring at the
proficient level, with only 50% scoring at proficient in 2014.

7 Oklahoma Administrative Code, OAC 210:10-13-2

8 List of accommodations available in the Oklahoma School Testing Program (OSTP) report found online
at: http://sde.ok.gov/sde/sites/ok.gov.sde/files/documents/files/OSTP-IEP-504-
Accommodations%20%2815-16%29 1.pdf

9 More information about the OAAP found online at:
http://sde.ok.gov/sde/sites/ok.gov.sde/files/documents/files/OSTP%20FAQ. pdf

10 More information found at:
http://sde.ok.gov/sde/sites/ok.gov.sde/files/documents/files/OSTP%20ELL%20Accommodations%20%28

15-16%29.pdf
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TABLE 7. 2015 OCCT THIRD-GRADE SCORES

Limited

Subgroup Unsatisfactory Knowledge Proficient Advanced Total
Not FRL 1,085 1,732 14,423 928 18,168

= (6%) (10%) (79%) (5%) (100%)
= | FRL 6,625 6,613 20,213 394 33,850
(19%) (20%) (60%) (1%) (100%)

Not on IEP 3,611 6,326 31,092 1,218 42,247

o (9%) (15%) (74%) (4%) (100%)
= | Ep 4,099 2,019 3,549 104 9,771
(42%) (21%) (36%) (1%) (100%)

Not EL 6,002 6,760 31,950 1,301 46,013

3 (13%) (15%) (69%) (3%) (100%)
- EL 1,708 1,585 2,691 21 6,005
(28%) (26%) (45%) (1%) (100%)

African- 1,337 1,045 2,493 33 4,908
American (27%) (21%) (51%) (1%) (100%)
American 966 1,267 4,937 140 7,310
B Indian (13%) (17%) (68%) (2%) (100%)
2 ‘Szlc?gé 131 158 753 47 1,089
E Islander (12%) (15%) (69%) (4%) (100%)
o C . 2,687 3,197 18,373 904 25,161
g | -aucastan (11%) (13%) (73%) (3%) (100%)
a hejsatic 2,006 1,994 5,057 84 9,141
(22%) (22%) (55%) (1%) (100%)

Two or 583 684 3,028 114 4,409
More (13%) (16%) (69%) (2%) (100%)

= [ All 7,710 8,345 34,641 1,322 52,018
< | Students (15%) (16%) (67%) (2%) (100%)

Criterion for promotion under the Reading Sufficiency Act for the 2014-2015 school year
was for a student to score Limited Knowledge or above on the OCCT. In 2015, 15% of all
students scored at the unsatisfactory level. This presents a very small change from the
previous year. Students scoring at the unsatisfactory level had to do one of the following
to be promoted to fourth grade: (1) meet one of the good-cause exemptions, (2) be
promoted by a unanimous decision of Student Reading Proficient Team or (3) be
retained.

In 2015, 19% of students qualifying for free- and reduced-lunch status scored at the
unsatisfactory level, an improvement of three percentage points from 2014. 60% of FRL
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students scored at the proficient level, which was an improvement of one percentage
point from 2014.

The percentage of students on an IEP scoring unsatisfactory is 42%. This is up eighteen
percentage points from the percentage of IEP students scoring unsatisfactory in 2014.
Only 36% of IEP students tested with accommodations scored at the proficient level in
2015.

EL students again under-perform contrasted against the non-EL students. Twenty-eight
percent of EL students scored unsatisfactory; this improved from 2014 by seven
percentage points.

The scores show that African-American students have the highest percentage of
students scoring at the unsatisfactory level. At 27% scoring unsatisfactory, this improved
by two percentage points from the previous year. African-American students again have
the lowest number of students scoring at the proficient level, with only 51% scoring at
proficient in 2015.
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TABLE 8. 2016 OCCT THIRD-GRADE SCORES

Limited

Subgroup Unsatisfactory Knowledge Proficient Advanced Total

1,013 1,397 14,051 1,318 17,779

= | NOtFRL (6%) (8%) (79%) (7%) (100%)

29 FRL 6,560 5,977 21,679 669 34,885

(17%) (17%) (62%) (2%) (100%)

Not on IEP 3,817 5,781 32,407 1,894 43,899

-y (9%) (13%) (74%) (4%) (100%)
=

=~ | [EP 3,756 1,593 3,323 93 8,765

(43%) (18%) (38%) (1%) (100%)

Not EL 5,717 5,972 32,884 1,958 46,531

. (12%) (13%) (71%) (4%) (100%)

1,856 1,402 2,846 29 6,133

EL (30%) (23%) (46%) (<1%) (100%)

African- 1,390 924 2,427 70 4,811

American (29%) (19%) (50%) (1%) (100%)

American 894 1,028 4,764 196 6,882

& | Indian (13%) (15%) (69%) (3%) (100%)

= ‘3:1;‘25 123 138 767 102 1,130

E Islander (11%) (12%) (68%) (9%) (100%)

§ Caucasian 2,454 2,844 18,687 1,273 26,258

ks (10%) (11%) (74%) (5%) (100%)

Hispanic 2,122 1,753 5,497 162 9,534

p (22%) (18%) (58%) (2%) (100%)

Two or 590 687 3,588 184 5,049

More (12%) (14%) (71%) (4%) (100%)

= [ All 7,573 7,374 35,730 1,987 52,664

< | Students (14%) (14%) (68%) (4%) (100%)

Criterion for promotion under the Reading Sufficiency Act for the 2015-2016 school year
was for a student to meet RSA criteria'? on the OCCT. This was a significant change in
law for this year, as the criteria for reading proficiency was narrowed to the vocabulary
and comprehension portions of the OSTP. It is important to note that some students
who met RSA criteria scored at the unsatisfactory level. Conversely, some students who
scored at the limited knowledge level might not have met RSA criteria. Students who did
not meet RSA criteria had to do one of the following: (1) meet one of the good-cause
exemptions, (2) show proficiency through one of the approved screening assessments

11 According to 70-2011 §1210.508C.H.8 (SB630), every student will receive one of two statuses on the third
grade reading report: “Meets RSA Criteria” or “Does Not Meet RSA Criteria.” This criteria was based solely
on performance on the Vocabulary and Comprehension portions of the OSTP, Standards 2 and 4.
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(new to 2016), (3) be promoted by a unanimous decision of Student Reading Proficient
Team or (4) be retained.

Of all third-grade students tested on the reading portion of the OCCT in 2016, 14%
scored unsatisfactory. This is an improvement from 15% in 2015, which was an
improvement of 16% in 2014. Overall, third-grade students are trending an
improvement in unsatisfactory scores.

In 2016, 17% of students qualifying for free- and reduced-lunch status scored at the
unsatisfactory level. This improved by two percentage points from 2015, and by five
percentage points from 2014. Sixty-two percent of FRL students scored at the proficient
level. This improved by two percentage points from 2015, and is a three percentage
point improvement from 2014.

Of students on an IEP, 43% scored at the unsatisfactory level in 2016 compared to 9% of
students who are not on an IEP scoring unsatisfactory. Over the past three years, IEP
students’ scores have consistently declined.

In 2015, 28% of the EL students scored unsatisfactory; this is an improvement from 2014
by seven percentage points. However, 30% of EL students scored unsatisfactory in
2016. In 2016, 46% of EL students scored at proficient, and 45% of EL students scored at
the proficient level in 2015. In the past three years EL scores have fluctuated.

In 2016, 29% of African-American students scored unsatisfactory, and 27% scored
unsatisfactory in 2015. If current trends continue, it would be likely that African-
American students would be the most likely to score unsatisfactory compared to the
other racial and ethnic subpopulations.
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TABLE 9. 2017 OSTP THIRD-GRADE READING SCORES

Limited
Subgroup Unsatisfactory Knowledge Proficient Advanced Total
2,831 5,204 7,439 2,452 17,926
= MEE S (16%) (29%) (42%) (14%) (100%)
= 12,992 11,619 9,188 1,583 35,382
FRL (37%) (33%) (26%) (4%) (100%)
9,730 14,585 15,019 3,756 43,090
| eizan el (23%) (34%) (35%) (9%) (100%)
= 6,093 2,238 1,608 279 10,218
IEP (60%) (22%) (16%) (3%) (100%)
S 12,356 14,946 15,874 3,973 47,149
- (26%) (32%) (34%) (8%) (100%)
= 3,467 1,877 753 62 6,159
EL (56%) (30%) (12%) (1%) (100%)
African- 2,337 1,397 834 125 4,693
American (50%) (30%) (18%) (3%) (100%)
American 2,032 2,382 2,063 423 6,900
| Indian (29%) (35%) (30%) (6%) (100%)
'S | Asian/
= 279 315 407 143 1,144
< (24%) (28%) (36%) (13%) (100%)
ia | Islander
o . 5,456 7,800 9,456 2,602 25,314
S | Caucasian (22%) (31%) (37%) (10%) (100%)
S . 4,231 3,148 2,066 339 9,784
ISprmLE (43%) (32%) (21%) (3%) (100%)
Two or 1,488 1,781 1,801 403 5,473
More (27%) (33%) (33%) (7%) (100%)
= | All 15,823 16,823 16,627 4,035 53,308
< | Students (30%) (32%) (31%) (8%) (100%)

Criterion for promotion under the Reading Sufficiency Act for the 2016-2017 school year
was for a student to meet RSA criteria on the OSTP.!? This was also the first year for
revised assessments under the new Oklahoma Academic Standards. Because this was
a new assessment with new standards, effective comparison to previous years is
impossible. It is important to note that some students who met RSA criteria scored at
the unsatisfactory level. Conversely, some students who scored at the limited
knowledge level might not have met RSA criteria. Students who did not meet RSA
criteria had to do one of the following to be promoted to fourth grade: (1) meet one of

12 According to 70-2011 §1210.508C.H.8 (SB630), every student will receive one of two statuses on the
third-grade reading report: “Meets RSA Criteria” or “Does Not Meet RSA Criteria.” This criteria was based
solely on performance on the Vocabulary and Comprehension portions of the OSTP, Standards 2 and 4.
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the good-cause exemptions, (2) show proficiency through one of the approved
screening assessments, (3) be promoted by a unanimous decision of Student Reading
Proficient Team, or (4) be retained.

Of all third-grade students tested on the reading portion of the OSTP in 2017, 30%
scored unsatisfactory. This year is impossible to compare to previous years because of
the changes to both standards and state assessment. The previous three years provide
a history, but 2017 should be considered a new baseline year for state testing data.

In 2017, 37% of students qualifying for free- and reduced-lunch status scored at the
unsatisfactory level, as compared to 16% of students who are not free- and reduced-
lunch status who scored at the unsatisfactory level. This is a difference of 21 percentage
points between the two groups.

Of students on an IEP, 60% scored at the unsatisfactory level in 2017 compared to 23%
of students who are not on an IEP scoring unsatisfactory. This is a difference of 37
percentage points between the two groups. Students on an IEP were almost three times
as likely to score at the unsatisfactory level as students not on an IEP, regardless of
accommodations that might be provided.

In 2017, 56% of the EL students scored unsatisfactory, while only 26% of non-EL
students scored at the unsatisfactory level. This is a difference of 30 percentage points
between EL and non-EL students, regardless of accommodations that might be
provided.

While recognizing that gaps have historically existed in all of these areas, and that this
year too many variables have changed to be able to compare to historical data, it is
worth noting that the gaps in all areas have increased, especially for EL students. The 37
percentage point gap for IEP students remains the largest.

As reflected in historical data, African-American students are the most likely to score
unsatisfactory compared to the other racial and ethnic subpopulations. That trend
remains in 2017 as 50% of African-American students scored unsatisfactory, followed by
Hispanic students with 43% scoring in the unsatisfactory range. The remaining racial and
ethnic subpopulations had significantly small percentages of students who scored
unsatisfactory.

From 2014 through 2016, the percentage of third-graders on a reading plan at the end
of the year and the percentage of third-graders who scored unsatisfactory or limited
knowledge were similar (within 2.5%). However, the new assessments in 2017 reflect a
change in this trend. While only 23.6% of third-graders were on a reading plan at the
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end of the 2017 school year, 30% scored unsatisfactory and 32% scored limited
knowledge, for a combined total of 62%. However, only 20% of students did not meet
RSA criteria as defined in legislation. If this trend continues, it may demonstrate that the
defined RSA criteria is in line with the expectations of mastery of necessary foundational
skills for students to be successful in later grades.

How DOES READING PROFICIENCY VARY BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS, LEARNING
DISABILITY STATUS, EL STATUS AND RACE?

In 2016, criteria for promotion to fourth grade changed from overall performance to
meeting RSA criteria. Criteria for RSA was based solely on Standard 2: Reading and
Writing Processes and Standard 4: Vocabulary. While most students who scored
unsatisfactory also did not meet RSA criteria, there are some cases where students who
scored unsatisfactory overall were able to meet RSA criteria, as well as a few who did
not meet RSA criteria but were able to score in the limited knowledge range overall.
Table 10 compares the overall performance level to RSA criteria scores.

TABLE 10. OVERALL PERFORMANCE LEVEL COMPARED TO RSA CRITERIA

Scored Unsatisfactory Overall Did Not Meet RSA Criteria
7,573 5,879
2016 14% 12%
15,823 10,355
2017 30% 20%

Overall, the same subgroups that demonstrate achievement gaps on overall
performance also demonstrate achievement gaps for RSA criteria each year. Although
there are two years of data for RSA criteria, it is impossible to compare performance
between those years because of the change in standards and assessment.
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TABLE 11. 2016 RSA CRITERIA

Did Not Meet RSA
Subgroup Met RSA Criteria Criteria Total
16,683 735 17,418
o | NorFRL (96%) (4%) (100%)
= | FRL 28,509 5,144 33,653
(85%) (15%) (100%)
Not on IEP 39,5127 2,6096 42,553
A (94%) (6%) (100%)
= | Ep 5,365 3,183 8,548
(63%) (37%) (100%)
Not EL 40,6098 4,406 45,104
i (90%) (10%) (100%)
- EL 4,494 1,473 5,967
(75%) (24%) (100%)
African- 3,447 1,095 4,542
American (76%) (25%) (100%)
American 6,048 697 6,745
ndian 0 0 0
2 | Indi 90% 10% 100%
E Asian/Pacific 987 99 1,086
< | Islander (91%) (9%) (100%)
= Caucasian 22,700 1,876 24,576
§ (92%) (8%) (100%)
e S priic 7,561 1,644 9,205
(82%) (18%) (100%)
Two or More 4,449 468 4,917
(90%) (10%) (100%)
— 45,129 5,879 51,071
< aen= (88%) (12%) (100%)

Of all third-grade students assessed with the Oklahoma Core Curriculum Test (OCCT) in
2016, 12% did not meet RSA criteria. Two groups, African-American and Hispanic, had a
higher percentage of students who did not meet RSA criteria. There were 25% of
African-American students and 18% of Hispanic students who did not meet RSA criteria.
When compared to all students, there were 13% more African-American students and
6% more Hispanic students who did not meet RSA criteria. When compared with overall
performance for 2016 in Table 8, there was a difference of fifteen percentage points for
African-American students and eight percentage points of Hispanic students who scored
unsatisfactory.

The achievement gap that exists for students participating in free- and reduced-lunch,
students with disabilities, and English learners in overall performance also exists for RSA
criteria. There were 15% of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch who did not
meet RSA criteria, while only 4% of students not qualifying for this service did not meet
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criteria, demonstrating an 11 percentage point achievement gap for students in this
subgroup.

English learners had 24% of students who did not meet RSA criteria, while 10% of
students who were not English Learners did not meet criteria, showing an achievement
gap of 14 percentage points for EL students. The largest achievement gap exists for
students on an IEP. While only 6% of students who were not on an IEP did not meet RSA
criteria, 37% of students on an IEP did not meet RSA criteria, creating an achievement
gap of 31 percentage points.

Achievement gaps in these three areas are also seen in similar or slightly larger numbers
for overall performance. As seen in Table 8, in 2016 there was an 11 percentage point
difference between all students scoring unsatisfactory and students on free- and
reduced-lunch scoring unsatisfactory. The difference between all students and English
learners was 18 percentage points, while students with disabilities showed an
achievement gap of 34 percentage points.
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TABLE 12. 2017 RSA CRITERIA

Did Not Meet
Subgroup Met RSA Criteria RSA Criteria Total
16,239 1,979 18,218
5 | NOCFRL (89%) (11%) (100%)
= | oeL 24,084 8,376 32,460
(74%) (26%) (100%)
N [EP 35,942 5,734 41,676
o | oton (86%) (14%) (100%)
= EP 4,381 4,621 9,002
(49%) (51%) (100%)
Not EL 36,975 7,911 44,886
- (82%) (18%) (100%)
- EL 3,348 2,444 5,792
(58%) (42%) (100%)
African- 2,748 1,569 4,317
American (64%) (36%) (100%)
American 5,292 1,330 6,622
2 | Indian (80%) (20%) (100%)
E Asian/Pacific 896 172 1,068
< | Islander (84%) (16%) (100%)
B easian 20,754 3,430 24,184
g (86%) (14%) (100%)
2 | Hienanic 6,390 2,894 9,284
P (69%) (31%) (100%)
Two or More 4,243 960 5,203
(82%) (18%) (100%)
= 40,323 10,355 50,678
S| AlLRITTEE (80%) (20%) (100%)

Of all third-grade students assessed with the Oklahoma State Testing Program (OSTP) in
2017, 20% did not meet RSA criteria. Two groups, African-American and Hispanic, had a
higher percentage of students who did not meet RSA criteria. There were 36% of
African- American students who did not meet RSA criteria, a difference of 16 percentage

points, and 31% of Hispanic students who did not meet RSA criteria, a difference of 11

percentage points. When compared with overall performance for 2017 in Table 9, there
was a difference of 20 percentage points for African-American students and 13

percentage points of Hispanic students who scored unsatisfactory.

Again, the achievement gap that exists for students participating in free- and reduced-
lunch, students with disabilities, and English learners in overall performance exists for

RSA criteria. There were 26% of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch who did
not meet RSA criteria, while only 11% of students not qualifying for this service did not
meet criteria, demonstrating a 15 point achievement gap for students in this subgroup.
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English learners had 42% of students who did not meet RSA criteria, while 18% of
students who were not English learners did not meet criteria. This was a gap of 24
percentage points for students in this subgroup. The largest achievement gap continues
to exist for students on an IEP. While only 14% of students who were not on an IEP did
not meet RSA criteria, 51% of students on an IEP did not meet RSA criteria, creating an
achievement gapof 37 percentage points.

Achievement gaps in these three areas are also seen in similar or slightly larger numbers
for overall performance. As seenin Table 9, in 2017 there was a 21 percentage point
difference between all students scoring unsatisfactory and students on free- and
reduced-lunch scoring unsatisfactory. The difference between all students and English
learners was 30 percentage points, while students with disabilities showed an
achievement gap of 37 percentage points.

Given these findings, in order for the RSA to achieve its goal of all students reading on
grade level, regardless of their socio-economic status or race, consideration needs to
be given to the needs of these disproportionately underachieving subgroups. The
Oklahoma Educator Equity plan is one way Oklahoma is exploring root causes of
inequities in the distribution of qualified and effective teachers in high-poverty and
high-minority schools and developing potential solutions. Further research on the
additional barriers to third-grade reading proficiency for poor, minority and IEP students
should be conducted to more thoroughly understand and address the inequities in
third-grade reading proficiency and how we can more effectively allocate resources to
close achievement gaps.
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PROMOTION AND RETENTION

This section addresses the question, How many students participated in the Oklahoma
State Testing Program (OSTP) and, of that number, how many met proficiency on a
screening instrument, how many were promoted through each of the good-cause
exemptions, how many were retained, and how many were promoted through
probationary promotion?

TABLE 13. STUDENTS PROMOTED AND RETAINED

Number of Students 2016 2017

Did Not Meet Criteria 6,358 10,630

Total Promoted 5,759 90.6% 9,165 86.2%
Total Retained 599 9.4% 1,465 13.8%

Beginning in 2016, data was collected on the number of students who did not meet RSA
criteria and the promotion or retention decisions that were made. These numbers will
look different than the previous charts that show the number of students who scored at
the unsatisfactory level. It is important to note that some students who met RSA criteria
scored at the unsatisfactory level. Conversely, some students who scored at the limited
knowledge level might not have met RSA criteria.

In 2017, 20% of third-graders who participated in the Oklahoma State Testing Program
did not meet RSA criteria. In 2016, 12% of third-graders did not meet RSA criteria. As
previously explained, there are too many variables that have changed to accurately
compare these numbers. However, the criteria for decisions made for student
promotion and retention have not changed, so comparisons can be made between the
two years in regards to those decisions. In 2016, 9.4% of students who did not meet RSA
criteria were retained. This percentage increased to 13.8% of students in 2017 for a
difference of 4.4 percentage points.
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TABLE 14. 2016 PATHWAYS TO PROMOTION

Pathway Total Percent of Promoted
Students Not Meeting Criteria

Promoted through Screener 1,027 18.4%

Promoted through Exemption 2,991 53.6%

Promoted through SRPT 1,741 31.2%

Through the Reading Sufficiency Act, students have four pathways to promotion to
fourth grade: (1) meet RSA criteria on the state reading test, (2) show end-of-year third
grade proficiency on one of the approved screening assessments, (3) meet one of the
seven good-cause exemptions or (4) be promoted by a unanimous decision of the
Student Reading Proficiency Team (SRPT). In 2016, 88% of third graders were promoted
through the first pathway by meeting RSA criteria. Table 14 reflects the percentage of
those remaining students who were promoted through one of the other three
pathways. The majority of students promoted who did not meet RSA criteria were
promoted through meeting one of the good cause exemptions.

TABLE 15. 2017 PATHWAYS TO PROMOTION

Pathway Total Percent of Promoted
Students Not Meeting Criteria

Promoted through Screener 3,014 32.9%

Promoted through Exemption 3,148 34.3%

Promoted through SRPT 3,003 32.8%

In 2017, 80% of third graders were promoted through the first pathway by meeting RSA
criteria. Table 15 reflects the percentage of those remaining students who were
promoted through one of the other three pathways. There is a fairly even division
among all three pathways. There are a couple of possible reasons for this. One is an
increased awareness by districts about the pathways and their requirements. Another is
that OSTP scores were not released to districts until late in the summer. As a result,
many districts looked at additional data to make informed promotion and retention
decisions as early as possible for students.
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TABLE 16. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF STUDENTS PROMOTED BY
EXEMPTION TYPE

Exemption 2016 2017
Total % of Exemptions Total % of Exemptions

Exemption 1 207 6.9% 145 4.6%

Exemption 2 543 18.2% 401 12.7%
Exemption 3 227 7.6% 177 5.6%

Exemption 4 282 9.4% 285 9.1%

Exemption 5 1,510 50.5% 1,978 62.8%
Exemption 6 206 6.9% 156 5%

Exemption 7 16 0.5% 6 0.2%

Through the Reading Sufficiency Act, there are seven good-cause exemptions that

students might meet to be promoted to fourth grade. These exemptions are:

1.

English learners who have had less than two years of instruction in English and
are identified as Limited English Proficient/English learner on an approved
screening tool may advance to fourth grade.

Students with an Individualized Education Program (IEP) assessed with the
Oklahoma Alternate Assessment Program may advance to fourth grade.
Students who demonstrate an acceptable level of performance on an approved
alternative standardized reading test may advance to fourth grade.

Students who demonstrate through a teacher-developed portfolio that they can
read on grade level may advance to fourth grade.

Students with disabilities who take the OSTP and have an IEP that states they
have received intensive remediation in reading for more than two years and
were previously retained one year or were in a transitional grade may advance
to fourth grade.

Students who have received intensive remediation in reading for two or more
years and who already have been retained for a total of two years may advance
to fourth grade. Transitional grades count.

Students facing exceptional emergency circumstances that prevented the
student from being assessed during the testing window may advance to fourth
grade. This exemption must be approved by OSDE.

In both 2016 and 20176, exemption 5 is met by the largest percentage of students who

meet exemptions.
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RETENTION

Effective 2014, students who scored satisfactory on their Oklahoma reading test were

subject to retention under the RSA unless they met the requirements for one of the

other pathways to promotion. Table 16 contains data on the outcomes of third-graders
scoring Unsatisfactory. The results are also broken down by subgroup.

Tables 17 and 18 show the number of students retained by subgroup. As the tables
demonstrate, in 2016, there were a total of 7,730 third-graders scoring
Unsatisfactory®3. Of these students, 1,837 (24%) were retained in 3" grade, 5,392
(70%) were promoted to 4" grade under one of the other pathways and 501 (6%) were
no longer enrolled in the public education system in Oklahoma in 2016. Results for

2016-2017 are very similar, indicating no significant change year-over-year.

TABLE 17. 2015-2016 RETENTION OF STUDENTS SCORING
UNSATISFACTORY BY POPULATION SUBGROUP

Subgroup Retained in Promoted to No Longer Total
Third Grade 4th Grade Enrolled

o | Not FRL 187 (10%) 825 (15%) 73 (19%) 1,085 (17%)
w | FRL 1,650 (90%) 4,567 (85%) 428 (81%) 6,645 (83%)
o | Noton IEP 1,184 (64%) 2,170 (40%) 266 (53%) 3,620 (47%)
= | ep 653 (36%) 3,222 (60%) 235 (47%) 4,110 (53%)
_, | NotEL 1374 (75%) 4,240 (79%) 400 (80%) 6,014 (78%)
“EL 463 (25%) 1,152 (21%) 101 (20%) 1,716 (22%)
- African-American 390 (21%) 861 (16%) 90 (18%) 1,341 (17%)
E, American Indian 206 (11%) 708 (13%) 53 (11%) 967 (13%)
:E Asian or Pacific Islander 26 (2%) 90 (2%) 16 (3%) 132 (2%)
% Caucasian 547 (30%) 1,958 (36%) 186 (37%) 2,691 (35%)
;cé Hispanic 528 (29%) 1,367 (25%) 120 (24%) 2,015 (26%)

Two or More Races 140 (8%) 408 (8%) 36 (7%) 584 (8%)

All Students 1,837 (100%) 5,392 (100%) 501 (100%) 7,730 (100%)

13 There are minor differences in the data in Table 1 and Table 3. These differences represent less than .3%
of dataset and are likely due to minor differences in how and when the data were retrieved. These small
differences do not meaningfully impact the results.
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TABLE 18. 2016-2017 RETENTION OF STUDENTS SCORING
UNSATISFACTORY BY POPULATION SUBGROUP

Subgroup Retained in Third Promoted to 4th No Longer Total
Grade Grade Enrolled
135 916 59 1,110
o | NotFR (9%) (15%) (11%) (14%)
w FRL 1,310 5,119 457 6,886
(91%) (85%) (89%) (86%)
Not on [EP 926 2,611 296 3,833
a (64%) (43%) (57%) (48%)
= IEP 519 3,424 220 4,163
(36%) (57%) (43%) (52%)
Not EL 1,064 4,615 418 6,097
o (74%) (76%) (81%) (76%)
. EL 381 1,420 98 1,899
(26%) (24%) (19%) (24%)
African- 330 1,014 110 1,454
American (23%) (17%) (21%) (18%)
American 164 751 44 959
2 | Indian (11%) (12%) (9%) (12%)
:g Asian or Pacific 18 100 14 132
£ | Islander (1%) (2%) (3%) (2%)
5 Caucasian 387 2,065 185 2,637
S (27%) (34%) (36%) (33%)
e« . . 437 1,625 126 2,188
Hispanic
(30%) (27%) (24%) (27%)
Two or More 109 480 37 626
Races (8%) (8%) (7%) (8%)
= | All Students 1,445 6,035 516 7,996
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

As Tables 17-18 demonstrates, students in poverty, on IEPs, EL students, African-
American and Hispanic students were retained at higher rates relative to their share of
the population. While 65% of all third graders in Oklahoma qualified for a free or
reduced lunch in 2016 as seen in Table 17, 90% of the students retained qualified for a
free or reduced lunch. IEP students were also disproportionately retained. While only
19% of Oklahoma third-graders in 2016 were on IEPs, 36% of retained students were on
IEPs. The same pattern is evident in the EL population. While only 12% of the total 2016
third grade population was EL students, 25% of retained students were EL students.
Minority students were also more likely to be retained. As Table 17 shows, 29% of
students retained were Hispanic, despite being only 18% of the population